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Ethnogmphy Orgamzatlonal Theory, and Educatlonal Irmovation
" by
~ Mary Haywood Metz
Unlversxty of Wlsconsﬂn—Madlson

Schools ‘are formal organizations. = As such they beiong in a category with large

corporations, government agencies, the Catholic Church, hospitals, the. YMCA and
the local health food coop. Sociolagists have- developed theories about common

elefents in the functioning of all formal orgarizations. The main stream of this
theoretical ar‘aly51s considers the1r biireaticratic characteristics as central
Bureaucracy is a neutral term for soc1olog1,sts. It implies a clear division of labor
and hierarchy which can be represented on an organizationial chart. Goals are set
and decisions made at the top. - They are carried into action through commands

passed down the line; and accountability passed up the line. This model of

. 1
organlzatzonal functlomng is often referred to as a rational one.

‘e

Such a rational model of organizational functioning has long been dominant in

organizational theory. In the -last ten years, however, it has not’ only been

questioned, but other models have gained acceptance as altéernatives; its importance .
and even its v1ab1]1ty have been senously challenged One competlng mcdel has :
with 51gn1f1cang 1ndependence even thuugh they may stand in a formal relatlonshlp
of hxenarchy There may be an equally loose tie between the goals proclaimed by
each unit;” or the whole _organization; and the act1v1t1es regularly ~engaged. in—,

anarchy It assumes that organizations are loosely coupled but sees them as
constituted not out of loosely connected subunits but rather out of the actions of
individuals pursuing individual interests which are only partially shaped by the
duties associated with their organizational roles (March and Olsen, 1976). A third
sees organizations as resembllng “miniature polltlcal systems. Individuals pursuing
either organizationally or individually based interests form temporary group
alliances and coalitions; of group alliances to further their goals within the,

organlzatson (Bacharach and Lawler, 1980) These aliernaﬁve models have by now
gained considerable recogn1tlon—m4he$oc1010g1cal study of organizations and among

persons interested in its relevance to the study of schools (Firestone, 1980) or

1, Though there are other «distinguishing characteristics of a bureaucracy or a
rational model of organizational functioning, these are the ones on which I will
coricentrate.

2. I 'hwé ‘summarized the alternative inbdelé most relevant to the internal



agencies working with people in general (Elmore, 1978):

These alternative views of action - within orgamzatxons describe behavior which is

not officially legitimate, and whiich therefore does not’invite public recognition or
discussion.  Such behavior -is imost easily discovered a*ld explored with methods
which involve observation and open-ended interviews which elicit descriptions of
events and allow the interviewer to probe for details and for perceived motives not

fonly of the interviewee but of others with whom he or she has to deal.

The long dominance of a rational model of orgamzauon is related to the

domiinance of quantitative methods. Large quantitative studies must rely on easily

pathered measures of input and output, on short uncomplicated responses to
questionnaires, or on closed-ended interviews. The former ‘bypass process and the
meaning of events and the Jatter are often answered by persons high on
_orgamzatlonal charts who have a stake "in" believing in their own hierarchical
efficacy: N ' '

There were. vespected qual:tatlve case studles which described the proce.,ses now

and 1950s (eg Blau, 1963; Gou’dner, 1054 Selzrick, 1949). While these are part of
the literature in_the tudy of organizations, they had less impact on later theory
and the design of later studies than one would" expect because they dealt with the
kinds of informal _practices which c¢an best be studied - tﬁhrough, ethniographic
tﬁéthbds Fiﬁpli'ii:al Wbi‘k W}iibh has 'sijpiobi’téd' the tétéht 'ché.h’gé in theoretical
detailed cnough to be cdnsmlered ivériumely ath?:ographlc (ess g. Dombusch and Scott,
1975; March and Olsen, 1976); . ‘.

It -has—been—c] lear#er—qmte—same»—trme -that-schbels—in-particular—did—not—fit—the—

rational model of organizations. Bidwell's (1965) classic review of the literature on
schools as. organizations made this quite clear in the relations of central offices
and - schools and ot principals and _teachers as well as those of teachers and

students: Schools have multiple: and vaguely defined goals and an uncertain and

non-standardized technology, both characteristics which make the assumptions of a

rational model of organization fit especially poorly. This pomt was .made by

Bidwell and explored at some -length by various authors concerned with schools in
‘the sixties and seventies (DrPeben,,l973 Lortie, 1975). Not surprisingly the
literatire which Bidwell reviewed in 1965 was much thinner than the literature on
other- —6i'gaiiiiati6hs in the same collection of reviews of literature -on
organizations. In some other kinds of organizations “the rational mode} is at least

more apphcable, sociologists using a rational model preferred to study such

organizations and avoided the study of schools. As the rational model began to be

questioned, organizational theorists have becomnie much more interested in schools or

at least ‘n educational organizations (Dornbusch and Scott, 197 March and Olsen; -

1976; Weirck,- 1976)

However, a major impeétus for exploration of the organizational character of
schools came as a byproduct of two unrelated lines of research with oltcomes
which violated educators' common sense and presented likely unpleasant political

and fiscal consequernces. First, the Coleman report (1966) and later research by

Jencks (1972) was interpreted to mean that schools don't make a dxfference to
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students' experiences, a perspective which wviolated edicators' common sense..

SéEéﬁa and most relevant for this paper; eva]uatlons of federa‘ ~and foundatlon

of ,,mnoyatl’\(cweffforfts in changmg ac‘tdal school practlce (Famr, Cohen, and
DeSanctis;, 1980; MCLéughT;n, 1978).. Therefore a spate of studies were undertaken
to look at the process of implementing innovations and, with varying degrees of
qelf—conscmusness and SOphlSth igh; at the £unct10n1ng of orgamzat]ons whlch _is

Deal and”Nutt 1983; Firestone, 198 Hemott and Gross, 1979; Sarason, 1971; Sm1th
et al. 1981; Sproull, Weiner; and Wplf, 1978; Sassmann, 1977; Wolcott; 1977). These

s they sought to uncovef behavmr which was

studles have mvolved case tudles

agenmes to school dlstncts to 1nd~v1dual schrools that the pubhc, and to a degree

administrators along with them, believed in the reality of a rational or bureaucratic.

""" model of organization: Federal innovators and local administrators assumed that

dec151ons were- made at the top and followed out down the line with little

problematlc in the process as long as administrators at . each level were competent

and followers responsible in doing their duty. The studies also found that this view
of organizational life is far tco simple. _Instead administrators and teachers as a
whole and in subgroups act on their entrenched interests in activities and
relationships which enhance their prestige; facilitate théir work, or express their
educational philosophies: Administrators at the top generally plan innovations to be

consistent’ with their own interests, but often act without regard for the interests

of teachers_or lower administrators who_will consequently resist the _innovation.

either overtly or. covert]y . This resistance may be based in deep moral conviction
about the kinds of activities children need; it may. be based in far more
self-centered conceérns, such as the prestige associated with the activities requested,
or it may stem from practical matters such  as logistical inconveniences new
activities entail. ' :

-

Two generil lessons may be drawn from these studles. g‘ii‘st a bureaucratic or

rational model of organization has currency not only among orgamzatlonal theorists

- hut among legislators and the public, on the ome hand, and among educational

_"magnet" schools, innovative schools set no to ajtmc’rAvolunteem_for—desegmgamn

administrators on the other.f In short, it has public legitimacy as a model of
organizational - functioning. Departure‘s from it tend to be seen as illegitimate
malfunctions rather than as predictable and even healthy manifestations of active
participation by subordinates. Second; this literature shows that subordinates will
respond to commands passed down the hierarchy of educational organizations with

considerable indepepdence. This is particularly true of commands for innovation

because these are not . routine; they disrupt established procedures and

relationships. This literature suggests ithat subordinates' resistance to inmovation
may be based in the requirements- of the educational roles individuais play, in
shared perspectlves of whole _groups of teachers . or administrators, or in the

individual needs of participants.




I will attempt to show how a detailed ethriographic study of these schools revealed
processes which indicated the limits of the practical impact ‘of a rational model of
organization in schools and some of the predictable processes which set those -
limits. The argument given here is the result of reflection on the pracesses

observed in the schools. ’fhe data on which the observations rest are far too

extensive to include in a paper of this length. 1 will therefore” have to ask the
reader to trust the accuracy of my summaries for this morming's argument, though
there are other sources where the data on which they are based are available
{Metz, 1982, 1983, 1984, forthcoming). ’

»

THE CONTEXT AND ?UPLPO"SE OF T’?fi'ﬁ STUDY

kv

The study was done in the city of "Heartland", a pseudonym for one of the thn'ty
largest cities in t]he Umted States Heartlandi responded to a court order to

desighed to Bﬁﬁg’ Whltes vo]uncarﬂy into movement for desegregc;tlon. 'I'he three
magnet schools studied here were three middle schools serving sixth through eighth

graders which drew. their students on a’ voIr{mtavj basis ‘from throughout the city:

Each school had a d]ffﬁ:rent special educational approach. The first, Adams Avenue,

offered Individually Guided Education; generallvy called IGE. The second, Horace
Mann,roffered a program for gifted and talerited students who wers nominated by
their teachers as well as volunteered by thelzr parents. The thn‘d Jesse Owens,
offered open education. For the first years of the desegregation plan these three
mlddle schools were the magnet schools available ‘to children of. that age from
\every part of the city. .

desire to choose the teachers for the magnet schools. As a consequence, most of

" the magnets, among them all of those discussed here, were staffed with the
_teachers who 'had taught ig the programs previously housed in the buildings_in
which the magnets were located. While all teachers were offered the opportunity

to leave, doing so meant losmg ’bulldmg seniority_ which was an {mportant
protection against layoff or further involuntary transfer and it meant accepting

assignment at some unknown school; Consequently;, the building staffs remained

virtnally intact and the magnét schools were thus created in established schools

with established staffs. This is then not a study of the creation of new schools

but of the transformation of old schools—with one exception. Jesse Owens Open
Education school had been a special school with citywide voluntary recruitment and
racial quotas for admission before the magnet plan went into effect. It had taken

on this form on the initiative of bu1ld1ng staff. Its story with regard to matters of
hierarchy is consequently different from that of the other two schools and it will
be treateg separately;

Adams Avenue IGE school and Hora‘_e Mann school for the glfted and talented

were established in thée first and second years of desegregation, respectively. Each
faculty had previously served a student. body of black students from low income
families. With the coming of desegregatlon each was transformed over a summer
into a magnet school. Heartland's desegrégation plan depended heavily on its
magnet schools, hence central office pressure for success and media &and public

1
o
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attention were intense. The schools needed to display the special characteristics
which were advertised to volunteering parents in visible ways and to -beccme
im medla'elv and obwously "stccessful .

leen both the phys1ca] isolation of each schcol bu11d1ng and the allocation of
respons1b111t1es in the formal organizational chart of school districts, principals were
given the official responsibility for seeing that these goals became a reality. The
prmcxpals dld not have t1me to d1scuss the pOSSlblhtIeS for _program w1th the1r

program before school opened and the plan was to be put in place. Rather, events
pressed them into using the formal powers of their office to order the teachers to.
follow the plan for the school" as it nad been conceived elsewhere.

-3

While- this behaiiioi- is simply that fofﬁially ekijéctéd of any bureaucratic

superordinate, it was strikingly visible in these schools because schools have an

informal and weak but nonetheless real recognition of the special position of

teachers as profes-ionals as well as subordinates (Bidwell, 1965; Dreeben, 1973;
Lortle, 1975) Organizations staffed by full professmnals such as doctors, lawyers,
and university faculty have long been recognized as departmg from traditional
pattems of hlerarchy as these _persons’ are considered to have expert_ Rnowled;ge and

which have technical processes which require the apphcatlon of non-routine

' solutions to nor-standard problems also allow their workers considerable autonomy
(Perrow, 1967). Many organizations which work with people fall in this category:
Llpsky (1980) has spoken of mformal d1scretlon used by "street-level" bureaucrats,

others whose situations are not standardized. Manmr_;g (1977) has traced in detail
the unofficial autonomy of tHe police in an organization which is formally as
hiefafchical aﬁd fofiiial as the rhihta?'y, 553 Donald Metz (1981) has descf'ibédwthe

afutonomy,on the basxs orf, their expertlse, espec1ally in thef secondary school where
théy téabl’i pai'tiCUlét sijbjétts of WhiCh a pi'iritipal 'm'ay have QPECial ki'idiﬁ]éﬁgé.

guarantee predxctable outcomes to situations which are not standardized: Formally

American school systems do not aliow autonomy for teachers. There is a clear
hierarchy with principals over teachers; grincipals are able to give them commands

and are held “accountable for their performance. 3 In practlce, however; teachers

are almost always gwen mformal autonomy over actlﬁws in the classroom by

their principals and they are sometimes given considerable informal power in
making decisions for the school as a whole, The degree of autonomy and of
co]lectlve voice in decisions varies from school system to school system and within

3. In larger districts this pattern may be shght]y complicated by the presence of

curticulum specialists in the central office who have some authority over the
,_ curriculum teachers use,
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each system from school to school as principals and teachers work out a way of
working together..  Nonetheless, teachers' claims to "profcssionalism" and the
tradltlon of a social as well as physical 1nv1olab111ty in the closed 'classroom door

Conseqmentiy, Heartland's principals violated custom in using their formal
bureaucratic powers to demand immediate changes in teachers' classroom}hpractice
as they responded to the requirements of the place of magnet sdhools in
court-ordered desegregation and to the pressures to win qu1ck public approval.
Teachers' clazms to limited professionalism were set aside as principals told them

théy must follow the patterns described for each school or ask for a trdnsfer. The
informal autonomy symbolized-by the closed classroom door with its loose coupling
to other classrooms or the principal's office was also undercut: At the same time,

the prmmpalis'iaicitlons were completely legitimate as they were acting according to
the formal structure of the school system. They also acted in clear consistency
with the wishes of the superintendent and-the publicly proclaimed policy of the

dlstnct to establlsh ‘magnet schools in insisting that this school must use a
partlcular approach If one follows a i'atlbhal iﬁbﬂél ‘the changes plarmed by the

[a

PURPOSES AND METHODS OF THE STUDY .
Thls study -was des1gned in 1977-1978 and started in January 1979. At that _tiih’é
much of the theoretical background given here was_available in the literature.

Some. of it appeared during the_course of the study but was available during the-

analysisi The study was de51gn§8‘ with the assumption that; as in other settings,

the innovations for each school would be incompletely implemented: The question

asked therefore did not concern whether the schools offered the programs they said
they ,would; but rather more broadly what kinds of experiences they did offer their
students, and why The innovation was expected to play some part in the program

offered and in'the constellation of, influences shapmg the staff's behavior.

teachers and the prmc1pals as the principals worked to get the teachers tn follow

the innovations: Since the theme of this symposium is the contribution of
ethnography to the development of theory, I will attempt to show why ethnographlc
methods were important to discovering aspects of thxs relationship whxch are not
well-covc"ed by previous theories.

I studled each of the three schools for apprommately a semester, workmg

alone. I wa§ ‘present at” -AdamsAvenue “two t5 three “and- occasionally “four daysa™~

week from January to June of 1979; 1 attended parent meetings at Mann from the

spring of 1979 through the 1979-1980 school year. I was present in the school one

[+4
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day a week ﬁromr September through December of 1979, concentratmg on the sixth
praders as they became oriented to the school, but also talking with. faculty and

attending faculty meetings. | worked intensively .at Mann ‘with the seventh and
eighth grade classes and teachers from March through June of 1980. At Jesse

/ 1979-1980;

At each school 1 followed students through a full day of classes and visited other

classes after asklng the teachers' permlsswn 1 interviewed teachers; "students;

administrators and ancillary- personnel, and a few parents at each school: In the

summer of 1981, I interviewed curriculum supervisors and higher administrative
personnel at the central office, as we!i as persons whose jobs dealt with magnet

schools 'in particular. At each school I attended faculty meetings,. tedm meetings -

of teachers, parent meetings; and student council meetings. I shadowed principals

for one or two days. And I spent time talking ,1nf,ormall"j, with teachers and
admxrzxstgators over lunch; in the teachers' lounge; in administrative 6ffieés, and in

the halls; 1 also was able to observe actxvxt:es armd- conversations in these

| settings. 1 have shown earlier writings to the principals of the schools and

discussed them with them. At Adams I also discussed an oral summary of the first

. paper I ‘wrote w1th each of the teachlng teams These dlscussmns have pfowded

‘development of the schools.

0

HIERARCHY IN ACTION IN THE HEARTLAND SCHOOLS

1 started the study w1th a concentration on the faculty, attempting to learn ~

what they actually did with and for children, and why. Principals were xmportant
as articulators and leaders of the mission and practice of the school. It was only
gradually that relations between teachers and principals per se emerged as one of

the themes of the study.-  Teachers at. each school displayed some behavior and -

attitudes toward the principals which seemed puzzling. As 1 got more distanc

from the data and was more able to compare the schools without being blinded by

detail, I began to see patterns of similarity and difference between the schools
which suggested ;nterpretatlons ofathese puzzles. In each case in order to emerge
with the interpretations summarized here I have had to go beyond teachers' or
prmc1pa]s' explicit statements and to pay attention to the language they used and
to patterns in the positions; affiliations and behavior of persons who shared or

failed to share opinions: Thxs kind of analy51s rehes upcm an aucumulahon of

character of discourse and action in the shared soc1a1 life of the schﬁol whxch can
only be gathered through ethnographic methods: Yet knowledge of this kind seems

_crucial” both to the building of theory and to a practlcal understanding of how

R
organizations work. ° ’

teachers at ‘Adams Avenue and Horace Mann schoo.s. the tWO schools wherr_
principals were responsible for introducing an innovation and insisting on its

implementation on short notice. There was also a:clear difference between the
relationship developed between the principals and teachers at these schools and that
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at Jesse Owens wherecthe pﬁﬁ'cip’ali cumculum co-ordinator, and teachers together .
had developed the innovation some time.earlier.

— - ~

Priricipal-Teacher Relations at Adams and Mann

.

‘At Adams and Mann the prmc1pals were descnbed by some teachers as y’erempt'ory

in °their dealmgs with teachers both as a group and individually. They were

described as demandipg compliance with the innovation and with school procedures.

Teachers expressed anncyance that they showed little consideration for - the

practical and logistical difficulties which teachers had to face as they tried to

institiite new methods on short notice without adequate materiails and/or facilities::

These teachers spoke of feeling demeaned as they dealt with the principals: They
said they were not taken seriously as they experiericed or expressed difficulties in
dealing with the principals’ new demands but were simply told to do as the new

patterns demanded or to ask for a transfer to another school. . They felt they were

not valued for the efforts they made but were expendable parts which could be

) discarded if they did not-- work well for the program..s The teacHers who spoke this
way did not question” “the principal's right to act as he or she did, their complamt
was that the behavior made it difficult for them to feel comfortable or valued in
the position of teacher:

These ccmments by teachers were not hard to interpret. It seemed that as

principals were faced with the task of obtaining compliance immediately; they

simply used.the full force of the legitimacy of their hlerarchlgglhgffxce to demand
compliance and they used 2ll the coercive sanctions available to them, in threat or
in _actuality to_ elicit compliance. _(Further, though their superiors in the central
office expected the magnet schools to fungtion as advertised lmmedxately, they

could not prevent a good many practical snparls with supplies-and other resources

-which teachers tended to hold principals responsible for.).- It was predictable that

teachers who were used to some de facto autonemy in the manner in which they

taught their classes and to a stable reasonably smoothly run context should feel

that they were facung adverslty and were mot appreciated as they stmggied with
it.

Legitimacy as a_Source of Authoritative Control. Less predictable was the
presonu' of groups at each school who criticized ine principals in a truly. virulent

manner. They were acrid and personal in the terms ¢{ their criticism and seemed

to take a delight in coming up with.-examples of apparently inept or perverse

behavior on the part of a principal. th}e it seemed to an outsider that there was

. a basis in the pnm:lpals' actions for some of their complaints, the teachers'
reaciion seemed greatly exaggerated and couched in lmnecessarxly derogatory

****** :

5. The form of these complaints vaned somewhat from school to school: This is a
composite description. -




.

It secmed to nie at flrst that thoso teachers were respondmg dlrectly to an
increase in the prmcxpals' _assumption of a hierarchical and ‘coércive stange, just as
the first group of teachers were. But a lose reading of their interview transcripts
revealed an interesting discrepancy between the comments of these teachers at

. both schools and those of the first group at both schools: Where the first group

explicitly mentioned the principals' strong control over their actions and (in some
. cases) their feeling of being belittleq,. the second group never mentionéd_either thex
B rprmmpal’s strong control over them or that they felt pemonally unapprecw.ted
Instead, they complained aboLt what they described as the principal's weak control
over other teachers cr over the students. They also recited 2 long 1i 11"3"}}' of .
actions which they felt undercut the’ efficacy of their teaching; of the program, or

of dlscxplme of the studerft bod_ﬁas a whole.

”

-

about what seemed to be the obvmus reason for anger, an assumption of greater
hierarchical direction and distance than teachers ordinarily experience from
principals and the threat or usé of coercive sarictions to back it up. Why did they
not complain about the principal's greater control and their own loss of control

when others who were less angry did? Why did they not complain about this
obvious. change which was corrosive oé their dignity and the source of an increase
in the difficulty of their daily tasks? ™ : '

The answer seemed cbvious once found: These teachers recognized as did the
first - group that the principals were acting legltlmately in terms of the formal
definition of principal-teacher relations. Much as the teachers mlght feel belittled,
they could not mount a principled. objectlon to the principals’ new use of ,the
formal power wplch,;s, always officially theirs, even if usually restrained in. practice

by custom and tradition. Consequently in order to build an argument that they
‘could legitimately ignore or oppose the principal's orders they had to show that the

- principal's commands were illegitimate because of the way he or she used

authority. This they did by attempting to show that however legitimate the claims
of the office might be, this principal was personally mccmpmtent and therefore his

or her claim to direct their activity wits 1nvahd6 Only in that liéﬁt could they

legitimately ignore the principal's commands and legitimately actively oppose him
or her. With this claini that the princip 1] was incompetent and consequently had a
weakened right to legitimate control, th¢y could also ericourage others to join them

in this course. /
; ,/

bureaucratic hlerarchy in a school, and presumably in other organlzatldris as well,

6. 1 was brought to this insight partly by an earlier study (Metz, 1978) of classroomi
authority where I had attempted te analyze students' chalienges to their teachers'
- authority in_ classroom interaction. In that study, students tested. teachers'
competence both in 'academic matters (if they were acgdemlcally self—confxdent)

and in matters of discipline. The teacher who was not. competent in one or both

areas was deauthonzcd and was cheerfully teaged _or~ignored, though not always

disliked:

s g




«l

L . /\/ 7 N 7 _
t\' a
of the power of the DE rordmates in a hlerarchy inheres in the
Iegltlmacy of the bureatcratic hlerarXb cal pattern, The public belief in the

1nev1tab111ty and eff:cacy of bureaucrqtlc hierarchy is not simply naivete, but in

- fact constltutes a powerful social force which gives that hierarchy a good portion

of its real power. The first group of teachers at each school might feel misused

and deprived in their relations with the principal; but they also felt obligated to

make at least a minimal effort to do as they were directed to. In short, the
an’a]ytlcal m]evance and the practxcal efflcacy of a rational model of orgamzatlonal ,

the pubhc “and among member:, of orgamzatlons.

This example dlso tells us; however, that if burealicratic. hlerarchy gathers forc~=

from its legitimacys oppositiop~to control through thé hierarchy may well take

devious and hidden forms: The challenge to bureaucratic control is unlikely’ to be

open, explicit, and principled precisely because bureaucratic superordinates already

have control of the high ground of principle through the legitimacy of their

offices. Opposition which is not open and explicit is most easily studied through
methods which observe,actlons or analyze long spontaneous statements rather than

 merely recording formal statements in interviews or on questionnaires. .
. : \ : ,

Development of Political Cozlitions: for Resistance. Opponents of the principals
at Adams and Mann were not content to voice their criticisms of the principals in

interviews with a neutral outsider. They actively garnered support for their point:

of view from others related to the organization. At Adams the two leaders of this

faction had by turns held the position of Building, Representative for the teachkgrs' -

" union and had been on the union Building Committee. It is the respon51b111ty of this

committee to gather complaints that teachers may have about administrative policy
or practice before monthly meeflngs with the principal where these complamts can
be presented for administrative consideration without bemg attached to the names

of individual teachers. The leader .of this faction took _this responsibility
particularly to heart. It allowed him to learn of all the complaints any teachers
had about the principal and to dlSCUSS them with other teachers; thus. enabling him

to suggest sources of discontent ‘to teachers who might not spontaneously have
thought miuch about them. The position thusj’provlded a wonderful base for building
a coalition of opposition ‘to the principal, while 51mp]y fulfllhng ‘2 union
f'esponmblllty in" an apparently 61v1c~mmded fashlon.

Accordmg to other teachers the major leader of this faction also found 1nforma1

opportunifies to talk with small groups to spread his intétpretation of the principal's
behavior. It was clear that discontent with the principal was greatest in the
department and team Wthh had the most contact with this -eacherj {and also W1th
the second leader of the factlon who had the same contacts as. the fxrst) Thls

oxrected at a spec1f1c decision—unless as some evidence suggested the leader had a

plan to build a crisis which would allow the faculty .to request that the' central

office remove the principal: - For reasons discussed below, this faction never
becanie a majority in the school, and after the union lost an appeal of a teacher
whom the principal had transferred mvoluntanly for not teaching accordmg to the

mn0vatxon, the leader of the faction was the one to leave the school. 'i;-

At Mann, the union was very weak. There was no Building Committee or



‘Building Representative: The dissident - faction had ties of affinity in department
affiliation, ethnicity, age, and gender which had presumably spread a common view
among persons who had some significantly different practices as teachers but who
associated closely with one another. The core adherent of the perspective were in

a single department composed completely of white men who proclaimed they had

been close as a social group for ten years. Other members of the faction were
mostly white men who had had long standing friendly relations with members of
this group. . The dissident faction also developed support through recruiting new
teachers w1th whom they had contact through team membership, department

view; but thls -was done extremely qmetly since al“ances with parents which

- .indlude._criticism__of _any_other staff member are traditionally considered highly
, ,T:Lllegltlmate by teachers and administrators aliks. In any case, i\n\ a less aggressive— ¢

way than at Adams, the larger factionof discontented—teachers—at-Mann-attempted— —

to recrult new. members Because there was an expectatlon that he ~school ;would

In both these cases we can see that persons who felt most m]ured by the strong
exercise of power by administrators did “not merely complain of their lot or
attempt quiet noncompllance. Rather, they actively sought to make common cause
with other persons to oppose the admmlstrators control ‘over them. This behav;or
reminds one of the po];tjca] m,ode], of orgamzatlonal functioning described by
Bat:harat:h ahd Lawler (1980) *fand 6thei‘s H'cswe”ve’r héhe 6f ‘these teaéhe?s ‘said

e chance they ~would -have -denied it - 1f it had_been descrlbea to them in the bald

form given here. It was after all in a sense sedltlon against persons legitimately ™
in control ‘of the organization,

persons. at some lepgth and observmg their behavior. To make 1nterpretat10ns the
researcher must notice the social location of speakers and the language they use as

well as what they explicitly say and do. Consistent patterns of speech or behavior

and their relation to formal and informal social locations are as important.as the

contcnt of 1nd1v1dua] btatements or acts These patterns are only v151ble after

pcrspectxves toward the nature of the

these dlfferem:e:. were

—teachﬂﬁg"f'a’s’k and toward the meaning of being a good or effective teacher which
developed differently at the two schools. Early qualltatlve studies of organizations _
in sociology spoke of -the development of a shared perspective on the . work which
‘constlrtuted an. orgafmﬁzatﬁl’onal, culture, or a sSubculture of some part of _the
organization (Blau, 1963; Gouldner, 1954; Lipset, Trow and Coleman, 1956). Such a
subculture may be._ SpbhtahébijS]y déVéléped from the working conditions or the
__common: background of workers or it may be intentionally fostered (Clark; 1972;

" Selzriick; T1957) 5 ns_ ha

s—with a-practical-¢oncern for marLgmg organiz: zatlon& have
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currently become very aware of such subcultures in the form that is intentionally

developed and officially supported {Deal and Kennedy, 1982;. Pascale and Athos;

1981 Peters and Waterman, 1982). Anthropoloé,zsts have paid- soﬁe attentxon, though

within a larger culture(Goodenough, 1978).

The difference in teachers" i@épbijéé to the hierarchical efforts of the principals
at Adams and at Mann seemed to be related to the differznt faculty cultures the
two schools had developed: At Adams the teachers had d ped a faculty culture
which seemed to be unusual in comparison to that at other schools I had studied
and at schools described in the literature which serve large proportions of
econoniically poor and low achieving students. (See Metz, 1983 for a fuller
discussion.) The teachers took pride in the goud relations they establlshed with
students and unselfconsciously treated their students with a respect which the

students returned.

''''' The school ‘was small, only 330 students, and seemed yet smaller because lt-"'\_»}as/ T

broken up into three teams which led rather independent lives: The teachers who

complained of the principal's strong control and felt belittled by the demand to

transform their teaching with or without adequate supplies and training; cften alsc7

pralsed the prxnc1pal because they beheved that "she really cares abOut the kids'y

d1s51dents modified or prefaccd critical comments about the . prxnc1pal with the
strong qualifier that they respected her for caring about the students' welfane.
.These comments were a reflection of the teachers' values as well as the pnnc1pal'

behavior. /,
/'

The principal at Adams had worked with the faculty for four years prior to’ the

school's - transformation intc a magnet school. The school had been opened to serve
— . a5_2n annexto an overcrowded inner city junior high school using a bu1ld1ng that
had previously been rented out to a private school,——The—prineipal-had—a—newly———

. gathered and very young group ‘of faculty to work with in this setting. She
apparently influenced them to share her values concerning respect for all students

and the value of ééféBiiéﬁiBg _positive 'sncml relationships with them. When the

agreement between the prlnc1pal and most of the teachers upon the xmportance of

establishing constructive | soc1al relationships with students, even though it was a
tacit and unrécognized agreement blunted the teachers' negative reaction to the
“principal's introduction “of the IGE inhovation and to the hierarchical” stance and
peremptory style she adopted in enforcing its implementation.

At Muannthere—was-—also—a faculty culture developed from the school's past

before it became a magnet school: But this faculty, or at least its white

members, faced with an economically poor and academically unslfxilledi"b}ack
- clientele had developed a culture in opposition to the students rather than in
harmony with them. This faculty culture seemed to center around the idea that it

was 1mposs1ble for teachers to work effectxvely w1th such d1ff1cult ctudents Tl"ey

day's work without izmrryxng too much about the result and still feel they were in




—

‘essence good teachers. This faculty culture had also held that it was itﬁp&:jssibié
and the admmlstratlons of the school were never seen to live up to these criteria.
Thus the faculty culture provided shared beliefs which allowed the teachers' to.

preserve their self-concept as good teachers in difficult circumstances without their
having to se¢ good results from their efforts. -

The school had been moved into a dlfferent bu11d1ng (w1th the staff and students
intact) in the second year of the magnet program, a_year before the study. It riow
had a gifted and talented program and a sclect student body. If the student body

did not quite live up to its name, it was still supenor to that in the other middle

schools of the city both in the academic qualifications of its students and their

social background and willingness to be cooperative: Nonetheless, the dissident

group in the faculty made much of the academic diversity which remained and the
failurc of the student body to live. up to its gifted and talented label: They
cl;iitﬁéd_ once more _that they could not be effective teachers with such an

imperfect student body

They similarly judged that the new administrators they had received were unable

to create the conditions necessary for effective teaching: This faculty which was

accustomed to using student and administrative shortcomings as an explanation for

their own withdrawal of effort, continued to do so. They reacted extremely

critically to the imposition of stronger hierarchical direction than they were used

to. It was all the more stnkmg that a larger proportion of the Mann faculty

sharply resisted the administrators because at Mann the program was so vaguely
defined that administrative directives interfered little with teachers' accustomed
methods of teaching: Directives and conflicts centered more around what might be
expected to be less symbolically loaded issues, primarily the logistics of ‘running_the

school, matters such as obtaining supplies, keys to rooms; and permission for field

trips. (The school was much larger than Adams and.the building also housed a high

therefore ihitbaiiééa);l ~ o

prO‘.'lded both a motive and a ]ustlflcatlon for opposing the prmc1pals there.

____school  se- that the logistical task was more complex and more ngxdlty was

These findings—suggest—the—importance ~ of 1dent1fy1ng ar](ji understanding
subcultures whxch grow up in organizations, These may run along the same lines as
administrative “values and so support ther, or they may run independently or in

opposition to administrators' values and aims. Directives passed down the formal

hierarchy have a_much better chance of being followed and’ relations between
superordinates and subordinates are much more likely to remain cordial where

-

1. It should be noted that the study " took place in the' second year of this
arrangemcut, but in the third year of the magnet program at Adams which all
participants agreed was proceedlng far more smoothly than the second year:
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subcultural values of subordinates agrec with those of superordinates.

_ Once more ethnopraphy is a crucial tool for understanding these processes:
Subcultures are rarely explicitly articulated, especially when they run counter to
administrative values. The teachers at Adams were unaware that. they were
unusual in their respect and caring for students, cven difficult students. They took
their attitudes and the practics. which expressed them for. granted as the natural

ones any teachers would hold: To perceive the distinctiveness of their behavmr’
and the part it played both in their relations with students and with the principal
it wis necessary io listen to their long comments ‘and their conversations together

about students--and to know something of how parallel discussions proceed at other
schools with similar student bodies. Similarly teachers did n6t say explicitly that

they were willing to tolerate peremptory behavior in the principal and the
imposition of IGE because shc stood for other values they found important—though
onc¢ teacheér in a special interview focused around teacher-prmc1pal relations came

close to saying that. Rather they said that they respected.the principal for her
caring for the students and they displayed such caring themselves in the classroom

and in team discussions: In separate contexts they spoke of the imposition of IGE
and the principal's de€manding style as being difficult to deal with but most
considered this a problem to be lived with, even if not liked, and did not join the

really angry dissidents. Analysis of the kind made here requires juxtaposing these

separate themes of behavior, each of which can itself only be understood based on
the collection of complex and varied data.

v

Similarly, the dissident teachers at Mann never said in so many words that they

be]xcvcd effectxve tcachln" could ~only" be done w1th _optimal students and

comments in interviews which cumu]atxve]y could be Interpreted as makmg that

point._ "lhey igriored thic high skills and homogeneity of the student body compared

to othérs in the city and comp]amed of the difficulty of teaching effectively
because they found the student body diverse and not uniformly gifted. The most
—_— critical teachers.spoke far more kindly. now_of . thexL,pnem,oussawdm1mstrators,,,‘than E
other teachcrs said they had at the time. Once more, the interpretation given
here relies upon varied evidence which is a summary of behavior and many lengthy
spontaneous verbalizations; :

~ The Importance of Individual Needs. Fma]ly, teachers' attitudes toward the
pnncxpa]s Scemed to serve their individual needs, though these individual needs
werc_ cxgessed threuah tho cnl]r—’-rhvp _understant andmgs," A y subcultureg At =

relations  with Students This sense _of efflcacy seemed to foster teachers'

willingness to cooperate with one another, to spend extra time on theéir. jobs at

least where there was a clear benefit to students. and to withstand the assault to

their dignity of the peremptory hierarchical” 1ntroductlon of IGE by the principali

students. Their faculty culture was- centered around preservmg their sense that
they were good teachers anyway; by afflrmlng that good teaching was not possible

without co-operative students and administrators who cleared the teachers' paths of

obstacles from dxscqilme or logistical snarls. They probably malntalned this culture




when. the school was piven a glfted and talented student body not simply out of
1mrtn but as a protcctlon in. the hcv of hlghly crltlca] parents of glfted and

to.nch:ng inner c1ty stiidents.

Ther¢ was an intriguing further element in the relations of the teachers with the
administrators: _The dissidents at both schools; but especially at Mann; were

primarily men. At Adams this battem was probably supported by the fact that the
principal was a woman and that men in our culture are unaccusfomed to being

subordinate to women; so that her assumption of especially forceful exercise of her

hierarchical powers was doubly insulting to then’— prxde;2

.but had ]1tt]c understandlng of the daily difficulties they experlenc:ed and little

appreciation for their effortss The men never mentioned these issues, but

complained that administrators had weak control over students or other teachers

and blamed them . for various logistical snarls or policies they found unreasonable.

Evcn,m"o'r'e t'c}hng Was them at,txt'ud'e, ,tjq'ward; an as’sfxs,tant, p’nnmp'al Wh'o f'u'n'cti'o'ne'd
as administrator in charge of the middle school while the principal oversaw the
whole school but had direct i-é'spdn'sibili'ty for the high school which shared the
building. The faculty were supposed to relate to the administrator in charge like a
principal; he ran faculty meetings and dealt with parents iiidiiiidijall'y and in

mcetings as a principal would: Still; he was formally an assistant principal and so

subject ultimately to the authority of the principal." The dissident male faculty
responded to this person with scorn because of his position; they referred to him
with demeanlng terms such as "flunky" whlch implied servitude and a lack of-

masculinity. It seemed that he earned thess epithets primarily by fulfilling his
formal role as second in command in a way clearly demanded by the the formal

definition of roles in the school: The teachers appeared to be expressing their

fecling that subordination to bureaucratic hierarchy was demeaning to their status
as adult males by insulting this person's masculinity for doing his job as a
subordinate. There is evidence (Stinchcombé, 1964; Willis, 1977) that when students
fail in their academlc roie, they turn to their gender roles for a serise of
adulthood. Unemp]oyed and underemployed men also exaggerate their masculinity

’ as a clcii'm' to hlgh status (L1ebow. 1967 Rubm, 1976) These teachers,who did not

vfeelmg of personal power. Gui' stereotype of the adult male in thxs socxety runs

very dlfferent]y from our 1mage of the faithful subort:hnate in a bureaucracy. This

2. Furthermore, she was black and the dissidents were uniformly white; the same

logic applies to race: But the dissident teachers occasionally referred to her

gender, making such comments as that women just could not be forceful enough ‘to
be principals: Only the leading dissident made reference to her race, saying that
it was the reason she was given the job.

Ol
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closed-cndec  interview schedules or ql.iestlonnalres.r In reply to even a subtly

phrased item which asked, in effect;, "Is your masculine pride threatened by having
to accept direct hierarchical commands?" 2very respondent would check "No" or
clse question the rcasonableness of the question. If it seems credible tc the reader
thd.t _persons can act out of defenqe of their sense of mascullmty in the context of

usod in descrlbmg persons; tasks. and relatlonshlps.

.Jesse Owens School-Principal-Faculty Accord

The third school included in this study; Jesse GwieinisWOEerjg Education school,

provided’ a contrast to thc other two. The open education program of the school

had been developed by the principal and curriculum co-ordinator working closely-

together and by the teachers themselves. Most of them had taken workshops and

read the writings of a particular proponent of open ediucation. Starting four years
before the advent of desegregation and of magnet schools, the school _departed
from common patterns for middle schools in the district in several important
respects, such as the subjects required, the organization of instruction in subjects;

and the daily time schedule. The school had had to mount campaigns with the

central office and board to be allowed to make these departures and the staff had:

come to scc themselves as an embattled band struggling to deve]op a unigue

cducation in the face of a lack of understanding of their purposes‘and phllosophy

With the coming of descgrepation and magnet schools Jesse Owens_gained i -

legitimacy and became an exemp]ar lnstead of a maverick.

Th"o’iig’h’ the S'ch"o"o’l 'exp'erléh"cé'd diffit:ij]tieS' With the beglnnmq of the p]an,

havm;z an innovation thrust upon it in haste. The principal was_percewed as the

-schooi‘s*icader”m'mtemﬁ?t‘mg “the i lnnovatlon 'to the central office, not the central

office's agent in bnngmg innovation into the school. - ;
The faculty . cu]ture Wthh predominated in the school centered around open
education and the advantages which tea?hers believed it’to offer. © Most teachers

worked with a group of students in a self-contained classroom and enjoyed }cﬁnoﬁxgling
them in a more wholistic way than they could in classrooms_ where they met them

only for one period a day in one subject.” Many developed informal cooperation

with . other “teachers and it was a frequent event for teachers to observe one

another in action. Most teachers had a high sense of efficacy based in the

distinctive ‘qualities of the open educatlon approach, the solidarity of the teacher
group; and the posnlve re]atlonshlps they bu1lt with ‘most studentsu In th.s _context,

[*oy
s
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procedure as matters which simply had to be lived with but he did not necessarily
claim to like them: The principal was accepted among the faculty in a way that
the principals at the other two schools would not have been, He frequently walked
into classrooms without warning on errands of various sorts; the children responded -

with a nonchalance which suggested that his presencé was routine. He met
regularly with the equivalent of teaching teams where his presence was received as

unrcmarkable by most teachers. In this way he actually supervised teachers far

more closcly than most principals and had a clearer idea .of what they were doing

on a day to day basis; but with few exceptions the teachers did not experience his
presence as supervision, or as orierous, Instead they pralsed him for being visible
in th"c schoo! kuilding and available to §tijd0ht§ and teachers.

to prescnt a more .Jtandardlzed set of Pxperlences. Because the school was having

difficulty attracting sufficient numbers of white children and keeping its

standardized test scores up, it was under a great deal of pressure to comply for )
the sake of its survival. The principal was gradually having to impose more and
more dictates on the tcachers and more and more .,tandardl)atxon on the program,
some of ,whlch was at odds with its basic philosophy. When I,,retur,ned to” the
school with a chapter dééfcﬁbihg it a yecar after the. §ti.idy, the p’ﬁh'c‘jpél; WES
%ﬁi}ikiiié ln d far hibi‘é hiéi‘&ii‘thital féShiéh 6f hié i'élaitidhé Witl‘i téaithéi‘%. A

and expressed discomfort with it: This pr1nc1pal was being pushed by hierarchical

relations with his superiors to lessen the distinctiveness of the school's program and

to do so using the hietarchical powers of his office: He appeared to be beginning
to receive some of the negative reaction received by the other principals as they
used thie same powers.

; CONCLUSION B

i

Throughout this paper I have emphasized—the -ways i i which eth ethnographlf‘ studies,

— _athers' - and —my—owa;;~ have—been—important—in—shewing—the—ways—in ~which—actual ———
~ practice in organizations departs from the rational model. However, 1 have said
that at both Adams and Mann many "teachers, clearly a majority at Adams and
probdbly that at Mann, c»mphed with the principal's hierarchical orders and
admitted their ilegitimacy, even if _they fe]t ‘offendéd by thém. Even the bitter
dissenters at each school minimally complied in most respects; despite their
_. ————questioning_of the principal's-legitimate-right—to -the—powers—of -the office,In short,
then, this ethnographic study suggests that the rational modei of organizational life

R

.corresponds to an important reality, even if to one which is more limited than the
model! in its pure form allows. In our enthus:asm to show the limits of a rational
model of organization, we must not neglect to show the force it does have:

With repard to the applicability of a rational model of organization to schools,

we must conclude that the glass is only. half empty and therefore half full.
Theories of organizations as rational die hard in part because the public beueves in
the rationality of organizational life; Sociologists are part of that public. The

public legitimacy of orpganizational hierarchy is probably also its greatest source of

practical power and efficacy.

The interesting theoretical question then is not, "Is a rational model a good

e s . . L
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t(prcwnt.ntmn ol’ thc functlonmfz of organizations (or of schools in partlcular)"" but
"ln whitt ways do organizations (schools) function according to a rational model and

.what ways. is that model limited by other sources of action?" The alternativa
models of organizational functioning described at the beginning of this chapter,
especially loose coupling and anarchy, fasten more upon the absence of processes
é.é’%iji’ﬁ(d iﬁ ti réitidhél i’ﬁddél tl”iéh up’o'n' éttiVé prbtééééé Wl”iith feéiét lt,‘ Ih thié

who staffed them which led them act.vely to résist the formally legltlmate

demarids of the hlerarchl(.ally arrangnd organizdtion. If we grant that these school
organizations were reasonably typical and that most organizations generally do

conform in some part to tne rational model, then the interesting questions center
drﬁun(l the tensions and counter forces which limit the rational model. '

I have suggested scveral sources of resistance to the pré'cti'ce of a rational
mod¢l in schools; which probably carry validity in cother organizations -staffed by
scmi-professionals, or for that matter in strcet-levei bureaucracies more generally.
First; I ‘have suggested t}“at both the shaky claims of seml-professmnal status ‘to

through the closed clas;room door, limit the real powers ‘of members of the official

hlerarchy The relative strength of the formal hler;archy and of these claims to
autonomy is always problematic because the claims for ‘autonomy have less formal
legitimacy even though they may be crucial to the occupational self-concept and
consequent dedication of organization members.

 Sccoiid, 1 have argucd that in the two schools whers principals used their
hicrarchical powers to th¢ limit, these powers carried great legitimacy. Teachers . —
could not say the principals had no right to make the demands-they did, no matter

how offensive: to_their pride-they —may have found them: However; the legitimacy

——————inhered in n the office; not in the person: lf the teachers as subordinates could
prove incompetence on the part of the person filling the office to their own
satisfaction, then the legitimacy of the commands the person gave did begin to

——— —eotme—under-suspiciors—The—incompetenice of —.the individial broke the link between

- the. specific command and the legitimacy of the office. I suggest as a hypothesis

to ‘be explored that where suborcllnates _have reason to _resist the _ powers of

other reasons, they may find it hard to attack the legitimacy of. the office and

instead turn to character assassination to_ deauthorize  its__occupant.-—H—this-——
hypothesis is correct we should find that succession of individuals in offices where
powers are informally resisted will do little to solve conflicts which .subordinates

- may explicitly phrase almost solely in terms of the weaknesses of the lncumbent.

1 have also drawn attention to the development of subcultures among the
faculties of individual schools: These subcultures can socialize their members to

basic vailues concemlng educatlon and to agreement over the nature of children of’

> _ the age (or social class or race) which they teach; and to understandings of what

makes a good teacher: It is crucially important that these shared understandmgs
- may never be artlculated as abstract propositions. They can only be understood as
" participanis make many more specific statements and engage in spec1f1c actions in
which the more general perspectives can be Eeen to. be underlying assumptions.
Cléai‘lyfif _this faculty subculture makes. assumptions which are consistent with the
goals which members of the school hierarchy are trying to promote; they will be

)




far more cooperitive with that hicrarchy and far more appreciative of the qualities
of its members than they will if the premises of the faculty subculture and the
admipistrative "ucrarchy are at odds:

Such subculturcs grow up in part. in response to the needs and ideas of their

mecmbers  in  interaction with the situations in which organization mermbers

commonly fmd thcmselves. ln teachmg, thre much research tells us that the

1982 Jdckson, l°68 Lortle, 1975 Mcl’hemon, 1977) teachers are | llkely to need to
feel that thev .ire efficacious in their work and perhaps also that they are

respected by vihers for that work. Administrators who can enhance those feelings.
will genvrate far more. spontancous cooperation than admlmstrators whose directives’

ar¢ perccived by teachers to undercut such rewards; or--ds at Mann—to undercut

their defenses dgamst ‘the lack of such rewards. The more general pomt is that

institutionalized through thc values of a faculty subculture, or an equlvalent
subculture in other kinds of orgamzatlons :

Fmally, and this was the point of. departnrc for this paper, I have argued that

-

processes such as those I have discussed require the methods of ethnograﬁ;hy#{g__/

bring them to public consideration. The influences on_the—organization I have
discussed are ones that are.notpgranted‘legltlmacy or which reside outside of the

____participants'” fmeness In either casc they will be expressed only through
action and in lengthy and unhguarded spcech, and often indirectly even in these -
contexts. Fspec1al]y ‘when the researcher is learning what processes to look. for;
that is_when he or she is attemptmg to extend theory, ethnography is by far the
most cffective mcthod through which to leamn.
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